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Gurmehj Singh Sandhu, a native and citizen of India, petitions for review of

an order of the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) dismissing his appeal from

an immigration judge’s denial of his applications for asylum, withholding of
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removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).  We have

jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for substantial evidence,

Chebchoub v. INS, 257 F.3d 1038, 1042 (9th Cir. 2001), and we deny the petition.

Substantial evidence supports the BIA’s conclusion that Sandhu testified

inconsistently regarding the date of his medical treatment, which goes to the heart

of his asylum claim.  See Chebchoub, 257 F.3d at 1043, 1045.  Thus substantial

evidence supports the BIA’s denial of asylum.  See Desta v. Ashcroft, 365 F.3d

741, 745 (9th Cir. 2004).

Because Sandhu is not eligible for asylum, he cannot meet the higher

standard for withholding of removal.  See Li v. Ashcroft, 378 F.3d 959, 964 (9th

Cir. 2004).

Because Sandhu did not show that it is more likely than not that he will be

tortured if returned to India, substantial evidence supports the BIA’s denial of his

CAT claim.  See Hasan v. Ashcroft, 380 F.3d 1114, 1122-23 (9th Cir. 2004).

PETITION DENIED.


